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it should exist actually in the thing of which it is the idea' ; that I
pass judgment on matters of lohich I am ignorant2, and the like,
show only that you, 0 flesh, wish rashly to attack matters which
in many cases you have failed to understand. For it is not to be
inferred from tJie fact that a man desires bread, that the bread is
more perfect than the man, but only that he who is in want of bread
is less perfect than he himself is when he has no lack. Again
from the fact that something exists in idea, I do not infer that it
exists in the actual world, except when no other cause for that idea
can be given but the thing which it represents as actually existing;
and this I have shown to be true not of many worlds, nor of any
other thing, save God alone. Nor, once more, do I pass judgment
on matters of which I am ignorant, for I have adduced reasons for
my judgment, reasons so convincing that none of them has been at
all impugned by you.

9. When you deny that we continually require the activity3
of the primal cause in order that we may continue to exist, you
dispute a matter which all Metaphysicians affirm to be manifest,
but one about which the unlearned often do not reflect, attending
as they do only to causes of coming into being, but not to those
of being*. Thus an architect is the cause of a house and a father
of his son in respect of coming into being merely, and for this
reason, when it is an absolute production, an effect can remain in
existence without any cause of this kind; but the sun is the cause
of the light proceeding from it, and God is the cause of created
things, not only in respect of-their coming into existence, but also
in respect of their continuing to exist, and must always expend His
" activity on the effect in the same way in order to make it stay the
same thing.

This can be plainly demonstrated from what I explained about
the independence of the parts of time, which you in vain attempt
to elude by propounding th& necessary character of the connection
between the parts of time considered in the abstract5. Here it is not
a question of abstract time, but of the time or duration of some-
thing which endures; and you will not deny that the single
moments of this time can be separated from their neighbours,
i.e. that a thing which endures through individual moments may
cease to exist.

1 Above, p. 167, par. 2.          2 Above, p. 168, par. 2.             influxu.

4  causas secundum fieri, non autem secundum esse.

5  Cf. above, p. 169, par. 1.